
February 23, 1952 

Thankrr for sending the ~ldl. of your papers on lau- mtatafii.on, Egther 
is about tu read them mm; she also a&~ #at I tlckmwledge the return 
of the miorofti. In the m~antitoe, shcr has eubm%tted a paper to Gmstias, 
bamd on her thtrsis, 

There were B oouple of amall points on your prapera: 

Sn view of its polssible pertimace tcr rasiduti grcmth; ycu might bs 
partia3.w~ ~Mwted in IQ@N&w-~ be Stanier, J. 9is.o t. 58:1'71, who disouse 
a very &Uar ex.perisnce on tie probtible contamintzt&on of x?sksmc salta with 
carbon sourmar, Probably you had man third previously. 

XII ths blature paper you uita reoo~binatika a& a possible deviation from 
Lea & Coulrronls poetulaterr. How could thle influam th:: 4m?,n.at dietribution? 
We w~ra ado intrtrueted in Jur;t srht1.k the ?A?. stmin was thn.t you used-- is it 
hot one immolated directly f’boa K-3.2 in your own lab? 

Some t&m, we ought to have a oonvention to define n!. wgenatio adaptation”. 
f wn not aura that w growth ie remtriotive enough. Would you aall the psniuillin 
am of 8. CWBUS a gmetiu adaptation?- it xould dqxmd on your definition of 
the: 1fintracti:.a18r factor8 rqm-koible for tbr adspCxtio.d$. Or;a oould well argue 
for 80 d88Urtiing the penfofilintase itself. !8y own prefemmm for a gene tic 
adaptation i# one that is potential& capable of imM!inita persi&enoe when 
the adapted culture in propagated side by side with the original on an indif- 
fenent madiurn. Thib has iix failinga sl.so. 

3: za no$ ma.t~ -hat your postaard nmant, but am glad to encloee c~oma OWc3. 
Dave Banner hatr made mm aleo. As you may Imagine, our supply ia a limiting 
faotor when w% don’t have tba fwiPities frJr an mgmia Zah, 

I understood you may be in attendanue at the Iowa %ate Biostatietiaa 
Conference. 1 hope that you do plan to go, and that you will be able thereby 
to pby us a vary weloom vierit. 

Sinctrrelg, 


